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investigate the accuracy of the statement there made that the
French judgment was given 'under circumstances hardly, if at
all, distinguishable from those under which we, mutatis mutan-
dis> give judgment against a resident in France'.1 It is submitted
that there was a not inconsiderable disparity between the
English and French rules.
(£) Judgments in rem.
The jurisdictional elements that must exist before a foreign Meaning of
judgment in rem can claim recognition in England are notJ.ud^mcnt
difficult to specify, but it is first necessary to appreciate the ** *""
correct meaning of this species of judgment. It has been defined
as *a judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction determining
the status of a person or thing (as distinct from the particular
interest in it of a party to the litigation); and such a judgment
is conclusive evidence for and against all persons whether
parties, privies or strangers of the matter actually decided'.2
The effect, for instance, of a condemnation in the Prize Court
is to vest the ship in the captors and thus to alter its status. Such Contrasted
a judgment differs fundamentally from one in personam. A ^cnt^g"
judgment in rem settles the destiny of the res itself 'and binds fewta*
all persons claiming an interest in the property inconsistent
with the judgment even though pronounced in their absence*;3
a judgment in personam, although it may concern a resy merely
determines the rights of the litigants inter se to the res. The
former looks beyond the individual rights of the parties, the
latter is directed solely to those rights.4
Holmes C. J. has described with his usual felicity the differ- whether
ence between the two kinds of judgment. Speaking of actions, ££%£
he Says:	depends
upon the
'If the technical object of the suit is to establish a claim against some number of
particular person, with a judgment which generally, in theory at least,
binds his body, or to bar some individual claim or objection, so that only
certain persons are entitled to be heard in defence, the action is in per-
sonant^ although it may concern the right to, or possession of, a tangible
thing. If, on the other hand, the object is to bar indifferently all who
Schibsfy v. Westenholz (1870), L.R. 6 Q.B. 155,159.
2	Lazarus-Barlow v. Regent Estates Co. Ltd., [194-9] 2 K.B. 465, 475 per
Evershed L.J., citing the definition given in Halsbury's Laws of England (&& ed.),
vol. 22, p. 742. And see Fracis Times & Co. v, Carr (1900), 82 L,T. 698, 701.
3	Dollfus Mieget Compagnie S~A, v. Bank of England, [1949] Ck 3^9> 383»
per Jenkins J.
4	Castrique v. Imrie (i 870), L.R. 4 H,L. 414,427.
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